PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Ci ndy Julian
DOCKET NO.: 04-01334.001-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 08-33-332-009

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Cndy Julian, the appellant, and the MHenry County Board of
Revi ew.

The subject property consists of a 14,000 square foot parcel
which has been inproved wth a tw-story franme dwelling

containing 2,660 square feet of |living area constructed in
approxi mately 1998. The dwelling features a full unfinished
basenent, central air conditioning, a fireplace, and a three-car
gar age. In addition, the property has a 228-square-foot porch
and a 192-square-foot sun porch. The property is located in
Whodst ock, G eenwood Township, IIlinois.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
arguing that the fair market value of the subject was not
accurately reflected in its assessed val ue. In support of that
argument, a grid analysis wth sales of three suggested
conparable properties along wth supporting testinony was
presented. In addition, appellant submtted several pages of an
apprai sal which she obtained from a neighboring property owner
wth regard to an appraisal concerning appellant's conparable
nunber 3.

Uilizing two of the three traditional approaches to value, the
appraisal of appellant's conparable nunber 3 provided an
estimated market value for that property of $235 500 as of
Novenber 14, 2003. The apprai ser, however, was not present at
the hearing to provide testinony or to be cross-exam ned
regardi ng the nethodol ogy or final value concl usion.

The three sales conparables presented by appellant in a grid
anal ysis were located within three bl ocks of the subject property

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the McHenry County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 15, 219
IMPR :  $ 66, 273
TOTAL: $ 81, 492

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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and consi sted of parcels ranging from9,009 to 10,875 square feet
of land area. These parcels were inproved with two-story frane
dwellings that ranged in size from2,078 to 2,498 square feet of
living area and ranged in age from new construction to five years
ol d. These dwellings featured partial or full unfinished
basenents, central air conditioning, and two-car garages. Two of
the properties also included one fireplace each. Addi ti onal
features of the properties included a deck or a patio. These
properties sold between Decenber 2003 and Novenber 2004 for
prices ranging from $222,749 to $236,000 or from $89.57 to
$113. 57 per square foot of living area including |and.

Appel lant also testified that as of the date of hearing in My
2007, a newer property simlar to the subject in the subdivision
was currently advertised for sale for $239, 900. Appel I ant al so
made an argunent that there would be no logical reason for a
buyer to purchase the subject property for nore noney (based on
the estimated market value according to the assessnment) when
newer honmes in the area could be purchased for |ess. Based on
these conparisons, the appellant felt that the subject's total
assessment should be reduced to $78,333 in order to reflect an
estimated fair a nmarket value of approximately $235, 000 whi ch she
contends was supported for the subject property based on the
evi dence presented.

The Board of review presented its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's final assessnment of $88,992 was
di scl osed. Based on this assessnent, the property has an
estimated fair market value of $267,243 or $100.47 per square
foot of Iliving area including |land based on MHenry County's
three-year nedian | evel of assessnents of 33.30% as determ ned by
the Illinois Departnment of Revenue. No substantive evidence
supporting the assessed valuation of the subject property was
presented by the board of review; rather, only a letter
di sputing sone of the data submtted by the appellant was
presented along wth testinony from the Geenwod Township
Assessor Karen D. Roth. On behalf of the board of review, its
spokesman also utilized the appellant's data and contended t hat

Y'In the assessor's letter submitted to the board of review and thereafter
filed with the Property Tax Appeal Board, references were nade to information
submitted "in the next case." Pursuant to the Oficial Rules of the Property
Tax Appeal Board, "[t]he Board of Review Notes on Appeal and all witten and
docunentary evidence supporting the board of reviews position nust be
submitted to the Property Tax Appeal Board within 30 days after the date

and/ or postmark of the notice of the filing of an appeal . . . ." (86 I1l1I.
Adm n. Code Sec. 1910.40(a)) Due process requirenments nandate the subm ssion
of all evidence the board of review will utilize in the instant case. (86

I1l. Admin. Code Sec. 1910.66) References to docunentation that may have been
filed in sone other proceeding before the board of review does not conply with
the rules of the Property Tax Appeal Board; ". . . the Board will consider
only the evidence, exhibits and briefs submitted to it . . . ." (86 III.
Adm n. Code Sec. 1910.50(a))
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based on assessnent equity, the subject's assessnent was
appropri ate.

Testinony from the assessor was that a site nethod for assessing
| and was utilized in the subject's subdivision. Therefore, each
of the conparables selected by the appellant, despite being
smal | er parcels than the subject, had a | and assessnent identi cal
to the subject of $15,219. Mreover, the assessor asserted that
one recent sale in April 2005 of a vacant parcel at an
unspecified location (identified only by parcel identification
nunmber) for a price of $52,000 conclusively establishes that the
subj ect property is actually "under assessed.™

In testinony, like the statenents in her letter, assessor Roth
asserted the suggested conparable sales presented by the
appel lant were not "valid" sales conparables as two properties
were "pre-construction sales"™ and another property had not
sufficiently increased in value over a period of seven years
bet ween sal es which suggested to the assessor that it was either
a distress sale or in "horrible" condition. The assessor had no
evidence that any of the appellant's suggested conparable sales
were not arms length transactions nor did the assessor have
evi dence that any property was actually in poor condition. Based
on the foregoing argunents, the board of review requested
confirmation of the subject's assessnent.

After hearing the testinony and reviewng the record, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

Wien overvaluation is clainmed, the appellant has the burden of
proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the

evi dence. W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property Tax
Appeal Board, 313 Ill. App. 3d 179, 728 N E 2d 1256 (2" Dist.
2000); National City Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. |Illinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331 IIl. App. 3d 1038 (39 Dist.

2002); Oficial Rules of the Property Tax Appeal Board, 86 II1.
Adm n. Code Sec. 1910.63(e). Proof of market value may consi st
of an appraisal, a recent arms length sale of the subject
property, recent sales of conparable properties, or recent
construction costs of the subject property. Oficial Rules of

the Property Tax Appeal Board, 86 1l1l. Admn. Code Sec.
1910. 65(c). The Board finds the appellant has overconme this
bur den.

The appel | ant present ed t hree sal es conpar abl es for

consi deration. Appellant's conparable nunber 1 has significantly
less living area square footage than the subject and has been
given reduced weight by the Property Tax Appeal Board in its
anal ysis. Appellant's conparable nunbers 2 and 3 are simlar in
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| ocation, and nore simlar in size and anenities to the subject;
thus, these two conparables are judged to be the nost simlar
conparables to the subject in the record. On the basis of this
analysis of the suggested conparable sales, the Property Tax
Appeal Board finds that the subject had a fair market val ue of
$244, 720 or $92.00 per square foot of living area including |and
as of January 1, 2004. Since fair market value has been

established, the three-year weighted average nedian |evel of
assessnents for McHenry County of 33.30% shall apply.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal

Board are subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate Court
under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735 I LCS

5/ 3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: Septenber 28, 2007

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
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conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJIST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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